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Three Reflections





the	 Bible,	 one	 is	 liable	 to	 be	met	 by	 blank	 looks	 and	 the	 puzzled	
admission	by	the	person	to	whom	one	is	speaking	that	he	or	she	has	
no	 recollection	 of	 ever	 having	 heard	 of	 anyone	 called	Oded.	 It	 is,	
of	 course,	 understandable	 that	 1	 and	 2	 Chronicles	 should	 be	 read	
less	than	1	and	2	Samuel	and	1	and	2	Kings,	though	one	may	hope	
that,	over	time,	H.	G.	M.	Williamson’s	fine	commentary	on	1	and	2	
Chronicles	 in	 the	New	Century	Bible	 series	 (1982)	will	 encourage	
more	people	 to	read	 them.	In	 the	meantime,	 the	publication	of	The 





ruled	 by	Ahaz)	 and	 the	 victorious	 army	 has	 returned	 to	 Samaria, 
Israel’s	 capital,	 with	 its	 wretched	 captives	 and	 much	 spoil,	 there	
sallies	forth	from	the	city	the	lonely	but	determined	figure	of	Oded	
the	prophet	 to	meet	 the	returning	host.	What	he	has	 to	say	to	 them	





















who	 have	 been	 named	 ‘took	 the	 captives,	 and	with	 the	 spoil	 they	
clothed	 all	 that	 were	 naked	 among	 them;	 [...]	 gave	 them	 sandals,	
provided	them	with	food	and	drink,	and	anointed	them;	and,	carrying	
all	the	feeble	among	them	on	asses,	they	brought	them	to	their	kinsfolk	
at	 Jericho,	 the	city	of	palm	 trees’,	 and	 then	 themselves	 returned	 to	
Samaria.
In	a	sermon	preached	more	than	twenty	years	ago	on	2	Chr	28:1–15,2	
I	 drew	 attention	 to	what	 seemed	 to	me	 to	 be	 rather	 striking	 points	
of	contact	between	 that	passage	and	Luke	10:25–37.	Both	passages	
show	Jews	in	a	bad	light	(2	Chr	28:1–7	and	in	Luke	10	the	lawyer’s	
professing	not	 to	know	who	is	his	neighbour	and	in	 the	parable	 the	
priest	and	the	Levite	who	fail	to	help	the	man	who	had	fallen	among	





The	points	 of	 contact	 seemed	 to	me	 sufficiently	 striking	 to	 suggest	
that	Jesus’s	parable	may	well	reflect	his	memory	of	the	2	Chronicles	
passage.	 If	 Jesus	 himself	 was	 attracted	 by	 this	 passage,	 as	 seems	
quite	likely,	that	should	surely	encourage	us	to	listen	to	it	with	special	
attentiveness.	 But,	whether	 or	 not	 Jesus	was	 actually	 influenced	 in	










give	 a	perfect	 theological	 answer	 to	 Jesus’s	 question	 about	 the	 law	
(v.	26),	quoting	Deut	6:5	and	Lev	19:18b,	renders	him	incapable	of	
recognizing	the	identity	of	his	neighbour.	And,	when,	in	response	to	






‘Which	 of	 these	 three,	 do	 you	 think,	 proved	 neighbour	 to	 the	man	
who	fell	among	the	robbers?’,	skilfully	forces	the	lawyer	to	admit	that	
of	the	three	it	was	the	‘one	who	showed	mercy	on	him’	who	proved	
neighbour	 to	 the	 victim	 of	 the	 robbers.	But	 the	 lawyer’s	 answer	 is	










In	 conclusion,	must	 we	 not	 acknowledge	 that	 neglect	 of	 2	 Chr	
28:8–15	has	meant	a	grievous	loss	for	our	churches?	Is	 it	not	a	sad	
reflection	 on	 them	 that	 the	majority	 of	 children	who	have	 attended	
Sunday	School	or	one	of	 its	equivalents	for	any	length	of	 time	will	
almost	 certainly	 have	 heard	 about	 David	 and	 the	 violent	 death	 of	
Goliath,	but	very	few,	if	any,	will	have	heard	about	the	prophet	Oded	
and	 his	 courageous	 and	 compassionate	 action?	 I	 must	 confess	 to	





Francis	Watson’s Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith
Professor	Francis	Watson’s	Paul and the Hermeneutics of Faith 4 was	
very	enthusiastically	welcomed	when	it	was	published	and	has	proved	
influential.	It	is	undoubtedly	a	very	impressive	work	of	scholarship,	

















direction	 to	 that	 in	which	 it	had	been	going.	He	had	been	 intent	on	
trying	to	destroy	the	infant	church.	Presumably	he	had	already	studied	
the	 scriptures	 and	was	 convinced	 that	 they	 supported	what	 he	was	
attempting	to	do.	But	something	happened	which	changed	him	from	





















Notable	 also	 is	 the	 fact	 that	 there	 are	 so	 few	 references	 to	 the	
four	Gospels.	Might	not	reflection	on	the	Fourth	Evangelist’s	use	of	
‘witness’	 (marturein, marturia) with	 reference	 to	 John	 the	Baptist’s	
witness	 to	 Jesus,	 though,	 of	 course,	 later,	 have	 shed	 some	 light	 on	
Paul’s	use	of	marturein in	Rom	3:21,	which	is	surely	a	key	verse	for	
understanding	his	view	of	the	relation	of	the	Old	Testament	scriptures	
to	 the	 righteousness	 by	 faith	made	 available	 by	 Jesus Christ?	And	
might	it	not	also	have	discouraged	Professor	Watson	from	making	use	
on	 a	 number	 of	 occasions	 (e.g.,	 pp.	 17,	 529,	 532)	 of	 the	 image	 of	




controlling	 position	 of	 that	 to	 which	 it	 refers.	 My	 first	 concern	
then	 is	 that	 Professor	Watson	 seems	 seriously	 to	 underestimate	 the	
importance	for	Paul	of	the	person	and	work	of	Christ	in	comparison	
with	the	importance	for	him	of	the	Old	Testament	scriptures.
My	second	concern	has	 to	do	with	his	 claim	 (p.	162)	 that	 ‘there	 is	
a	 deep	 faultline	 within	 scripture	 itself’,	 between	 two	 incompatible	
understandings	of	what	is	the	core	of	the	scriptural	message,	on	the	
one	hand,	‘the	prophetic	proclamation	of	the	infallible,	unconditional	
certainty	 of	 God’s	 eschatological	 saving	 action’	 and,	 on	 the	 other	
hand,	 ‘a	 hermeneutic	 which	 binds	 God’s future	 saving	 action	 to	
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a	 prior	 law	 observance’.	 But	 while	 the	 way	 in	 which	 the	 former	
understanding	is	expressed	seems	to	me	to	be	in	danger	of	calling	in	













of	 ‘the	 core	 of	 the	 scriptural	message’	 those	many	 passages	which	
insist	on	the	inescapability	of	the	choice	before	human	beings	between	
obedience	 to	God	 leading	 to	 life,	 and	 disobedience	 to	 him	 leading	
to	death	(e.g.,	Matt	7:13–44;	Rom	8:13).	Rather	 I	 think	we	have	 to	

























as	 referring	 to	Jesus	Christ,	and	 the	more	I	 reflect	on	 the	Epistle	 to	
the	Romans,	 the	more	 inclined	 I	 am	 to	 think	 that	Barth	was	 right.	
The	‘For’	at	the	beginning	of	Rom	10:5	surely	does	signal	that	Paul	
understands	his	quotation	of	Lev	18:5	as	explanatory	of	his	statement	


















God	 and	disobeying	 him,	 between	good	 and	 evil,	 between	 life	 and	
death, even	though	it	is	clear	that	those	passages	do	necessarily	carry	















understandable	 notion	 that,	 because	 the	 Epistle	 to	 the	 Galatians	 is	
not	only	undoubtedly	Pauline	but	also	by	a	considerable	margin	the	
















fraught	 with	 emotional	 stress,	 in	 which	 he	 refers	 to	 his	 resisting	










Professor	 J.	 D.	 G.	 Dunn	 has	 done	 us	 a	 most	 valuable	 service	
by	 bringing	 home	 to	 us	 so	 clearly	 and	 so	 forcefully	 in	 his	 1993	
commentary6	the	extraordinary	pressure	Paul	was	under	when	he	was	

















been	written	 specifically	 to	 introduce	Paul	 to	 the	Roman	 church	 in	
preparation	for	his	visit	to	them,	would	seem	to	have	a	much	stronger	
claim	 to	 be	 regarded	 as	 the	most	 promising	way	 into	 the	 study	 of	
Paul’s	writings	–	in	spite	of	its	length	and	undoubted	difficulty.
II
In	 the	 second	 place	 it	 is	 to	 suggest	 that,	 if	 the	 assumption	 that	
Galatians	 is	 the	 natural	way	 into	 the	 study	 of	Paul’s	 theology	 is	 at	
last	abandoned,	the	way	is	opened	for	a	reconsideration	of	Professor	
Dunn’s	confident	assertion	in	his	1988	commentary	on	Romans7	that	
by	 ‘the	works	of	 the	 law’	 in	Rom	3:20a	Paul	meant,	not	obedience	





It	 still	 seems	 to	me	 that,	 if	 we	 read	 Romans	without	 reference	
to	Galatians,	 it	 is	natural	 to	assume	 that	Paul’s	point	 in	Rom	3:20a	
is	 that	 no-one	 so	 fully	 obeys	 the	 scriptural	 law	 as	 to	 earn God’s	
justification	 thereby.	And	3:20b	 still	 seems	 to	me	 to	be	 support	 for	





Moreover,	 it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 the	 word	 nomos (law)	 has	
already	occurred	twenty-one	times	in	Romans	before	it	is	used	in	3:20.	





It	 seems	 also	 to	 be	 significant	 that	 in	 2:25–27	 circumcision	 is	
actually	contrasted	with	‘doing	the	law’.
And,	in	view	of	the	fact	that	in	Rom	14:1–15:13	Paul	is	so	much	
more	 relaxed	 than	 in	 Galatians,	 and	 refers	 to	 those	 who	 still	 feel	
themselves	bound	by	 the	 food-laws,	 etc.,	 as	 ‘the	weak	 in	 faith’	 (he	
clearly	does	not	 regard	 them	as	presenting	 the	 same	sort	of	 serious	
threat	 to	 his	 apostolic	mission	 as	 the	Galatian	 Judaizers	 did,	 but	 is	
actually	 concerned	 to	 protect	 them	 against	 possible	 social	 pressure	
by	 ‘the	 strong’,	 which	 might	 make	 them	 act	 against	 their	 own	







of	 fundamental	 importance	 not	 only	 for	 Paul’s	 theology	 but	 for	 all	
Christian	theology,	namely,	that	no	human	being	(Jesus	Christ	alone	
excepted)	 can	 so	 fully	 obey	 God’s	 law	 which	 Jesus	 summarized	
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(according	 to	 Mark	 12:29–31,	 in	 the	 words	 of	 Deut	 6:5	 and	 Lev	
19:18)	as	‘Thou	shalt	 love	the	Lord	thy	God	with	all	 thy	heart,	and	
with	 all	 thy	 soul,	 and	with	 all	 thy	mind,	 and	with	 all	 thy	 strength’	





short.	While	 perpetual	 penitence	 is	 not	 a	 popular	 idea	 even	 in	 the	
church,	it	is	nonetheless	of	vital	importance	for	the	Christian	life.	It	








The	 foregoing	 note	 has	 argued,	 first,	 that	 we	 should	 give	 up	 the	
idea	that	Galatians	is	the	natural	way	into	an	understanding	of	Paul;	
secondly,	 that	 to	 do	 so	 opens	 the	way	 for	 a	 reconsideration	 of	 the	
contention	 that	 by	 ‘the	works	 of	 the	 law’	 in	Rom	3:20	Paul	meant	
simply	 fulfilment	 of	 those	 requirements	 that	 served	 as	 identity-
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